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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the after-final filed on: 07/05/2007. 

2. Claims 1-17 have been cancelled. Claims 18-27 are currently pending. Claims 
18, 23 are independent claims. 

3. Prior rejections, under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Davis et al, in 
view of Meyer (with respect to claims 18-27) are withdrawn, since applicant's arguments 
were persuasive. 

Drawings 

4. The drawings filed on: 10/13/2004 are accepted. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 18-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Davis et al (US Patent: 7076728, Issued: Jul. 11, 2006, filed: Dec. 22, 2000), in further 
view of Ferrel et al (US Patent: 5,860,073, issued: Jan. 12, 1999, filed: Jul. 17, 1995). 
With regards to claim 18, Davis et al teaches a method comprising: 

Obtaining an XML tag identifying a selected webpage interface element, wherein the 
XML tag is utilized in a plurality ofwebpages to identify a plurality of occurrences of the 
selected webpage interface element (column 9, lines 25-46: whereas, an XML tag is 
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obtained, such that each XML tag identifies a selected webpage interface 
element/fragment) 

Accessing a configuration file corresponding to the XML tag (column 9, lines 25-46: 
whereas a style sheet file is referenced by a fragment), wherein the configuration file 
provides data formatting rules for the selected webpage interface element (column 22, 
lines 5-10: whereas formatting rules are in a style sheet for a web interface element), 
based on the XML tag (column 1 , lines 35-54: whereas rules are applied with respect to 
xml markup) 

Formatting rules from the configuration file changes an appearance of the selected 
webpage interface element in the plurality of web pages (column 1 , lines 35-54, and 
column 22, lines 5-10: whereas formatting rules in a stylesheet/configuration-file 
changes the appearance of the web interface element). 
However, Davis et al does not expressly teach: 

Editing the configuration file to change the data formatting rules for the selected web 
page interface element, and wherein the changed data formatting rules resulting from 
the edited configuration file changes an appearance of the selected webpage interface 
element in the plurality of web pages. 

Ferrel teaches editing the configuration file to change the data formatting rules for the 
selected page element (column 7, lines 19-27: whereas a stylesheet/configuration file 
can be edited to change the formatting rules of a page element). 
Wherein the changed data formatting rules resulting from the edited configuration file 
changes an appearance of the selected page interface element in a plurality of pages 
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(column 7, lines 19-27: whereas, a stylesheet/configuration file that is edited, will update 
the appearance of a page element). 

It would have been bbvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Davis et al's configuration file/XSL file, such that the 
configuration file can be modified, as taught by Ferrel. The combination of Davis et al, 
and Ferrel would have allowed Davis et al to have reduced 'the difficulty to update the 
styles of objects [such that] the content of the information is separated from the layout' 
(Ferrel, column 3, lines 1-6). 

With regards to claim 19, which depends on claim 18, Davis et al teaches storing a 
plurality of configuration files corresponding to the plurality of web pages in a database 
(column 9, lines 25-46: whereas a plurality of stored stylesheets/configuration-files 
correspond to a plurality of web pages). 

With regards to claim 20, which depends on claim 20, Davis et al and Ferrel teach 
editing the configuration file, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 20. 
Additionally, Davis et al teaches determining a file type of the XML tag, wherein the 
editing of the configuration file is based on the determined file type of the XML tag 
(whereas a configuration file/DTD is edited to specify/identify the type of fragment 
(specified through XML, as explained in column 10, lines 6-20), that includes compound 
fragments (such that a compound fragment can include/refer to file types such as 
HTML). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Davis et al, and Ferrers configuration file, such that the 
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configuration file would also include the use of a DTD to specify a type data, as also 
taught by Davis et al. The combination of Davis et al and Ferrel would have allowed 
Davis et al to have 'specified the appropriate document type' (Ferrel, column 10, line 
11). 

With regards to claim 21 , which depends on claim 20, Davis et al teaches wherein the 
file type is one of JSP, HTML, ASP and PHP, as similarly explained in the rejection for 
claim 20, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 22, which depends on claim 18, Davis et al teaches wherein the 

selected webpage interface element is one of a user-input field; a graphics box, a 

button, a check box, a radio box, a text field, a menu, a list, and a drop-down box 

(column 11, lines 18-39: whereas a selected web page interface element includes 

checkboxes/check marks, and drop-down boxes/menus). 

With regards to claim 23, Davis et al teaches a system comprising: 

A processor, a memory, and control logic (column 4, lines 45-67). 

Additionally, Davis et al and Ferrel teach ... causing the processor to: 

Obtain an XML tag identifying a selected webpage interface element, wherein the XML 

tag is utilized in a plurality of webpages to identify a plurality of occurrences of the 

selected webpage interface element; access a configuration file corresponding to the 

XML tag, wherein the configuration file provides data formatting rules for the selected 

webpage interface element, based on the XML tag; and edit the configuration file to 

change the data formatting rules for the selected webpage interface element, wherein 

the changed data formatting rules resulting from the edited configuration file changes an 
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appearance of the selected webpage interface element in the plurality of webpages, as 

similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 24, which depends on claim 23, for a system performing a method 

similar to the method of claim 19 is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 25, which depends on claim 23, for a system performing a method 

similar to the method of claim 20, is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 26, which depends on claim 25, for a system performing a method 

similar to the method of claim 21 , is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 27, which depends on claim 23, for a system performing a method 

similar to the method of claim 22, is rejected under similar rationale. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments, page 7, filed 07/05/2007, with respect to claims 18-27 
have been fully considered and are persuasive. The previous 35 USC 103(a) rejection 
as being unpatentable over Davis et al, in further view of Meyer, is withdrawn. A new 35 
USC 103(a) rejection unpatentable under Davis et al, in further view of Ferrel is applied. 

7. With respect to claim 18, the applicant argues that the DTD of Meyer is not 
edited, is correct, and previous rejection is withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wilson Tsui whose telephone number is (571)272-7596. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Wilson Tsui 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit: 2178 
July 18, 2007 
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